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Chaetops, which is also unique in having white tips to the secondary 
coverts. Interestingly, the remicle in both Chaetops and Achaetops has a 
white tip, lacking in the other two genera. 

In summary, the plumage of Chaetops differs from Achaetops in 
being strongly sexually dichromatic, in the more extensively rufous 
underparts, expansion of the white tips of the rectrices and the addition 
of white to the secondary coverts, and in the black throat of males. 
Although there is no real difference in the “softness”? of the crown 
feathers, the tarsometatarsus is proportionately longer in Chaetops (44% 
vs. 37% of wing length), as Roberts (1922) maintained, although such 
variation in tarsal proportions occurs commonly within numerous other 
accepted genera of birds. 

Both Chaetops and Achaetops are obligate inhabitants of rocky 
outcrops and are apparently quite similar in behaviour (Maclean 1985). 
It should be noted, however, that the Boulder Chat Pinarornis 
plumosus, another rock-dwelling passerine in southern Africa, is quite 
dissimilar in syrinx and osteology and appears to belong among the 
‘““‘proto-thrushes”’ including Myadestes, Neocossyphus, Stizorhina, and 
Modulatrix (Olson 1990). Because there were no grounds for 
dissociating Achaetops from Chaetops in the first place, and because a 
close relationship between Achaetops and either Sphenoeacus or 
Melocichla is not supported by osteology, there is no reason not to 
regard the similarities in plumage, osteology, and habits of the 
rockjumpers as indicative of relationship, with Chaetops being a larger, 
more ornately plumaged derivative of Achaetops. This relationship is 
probably best expressed at the generic level, with Achaetops Roberts, 
1922, becoming a junior subjective synonym of Chaetops Swainson, 
1882" 

This brings us back to the question of the familial relationships of 
the re-expanded genus Chaetops. When I showed that the syrinx of 
C. frenatus was not thrush-like (Olson 1984), I merely suggested that 
the genus be returned to the Timaliidae, where it had nearly always 
been placed previously. On the other hand, ornithologists have been 
content for some time to accept C. pycnopygius as a warbler, so place- 
ment of the genus in the Sylviidae would seem equally plausible. 
Unfortunately, these are the two most ill-defined and problematical of 
the larger taxa of Old World passerines and no diagnostic characters 
have been identified that would permit a definitive decision to be made at 
this point. 

Irwin (1985: 99) concurred that Chaetops (sensu stricto) belonged in 
the Timaliidae, citing as diagnostic of that family a tail that is 
“moderately to well graduated with the outermost pair of rectrices 
sharply truncated and falling considerably short of the others”. This is 
not a convincing character, however, considering that numerous species 
of presumed Sylviidae have similar tails (e.g. Melocichla mentalis). As 
remarked by Irwin (1985), however, there are relatively few timaliids in 
Africa, and in southern Africa there is only the enigmatic Lioptilornis 
(Lioptilus auct.) and Turdoides, the latter being an Asian genus that has 
radiated secondarily in Africa. As he notes; Chaetops has no 
resemblance to either of these genera, as is also borne out by osteology. 
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By contrast, the Sylviidae have radiated rather extensively in Africa, 
but likewise none of the African members of that family seem obviously 
related to Chaetops. 

Chaetops is very distinct osteologically from Turdoides, but that 
genus differs considerably from various other Timaliidae as well. As 
shown here, Chaetops is also very different osteologically from either of 
the genera of Sylviidae (Sphenoeacus and Melocichla) with which 
Achaetops has been associated. An informed solution to this systematic 
problem cannot be had without a great deal more study using various 
lines of evidence. Although some core group of Asian genera in the 
Timaliidae are probably monophyletic, the family has long been 
regarded as something of a wastebasket, so that the placement of an 
outlying genus in the Timaliidae carries with it a certain implicit 
ambiguity. For this reason, it is preferable to maintain Chaetops 
(including Achaetops) in the Timaliidae, rather than transferring it to 
the Sylviidae, which might convey a misleading impression of 
knowledge that we do not yet possess. 
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Adult females of Pallid Harrier Circus macrourus and Montagu’s 
Harrier C. pygargus are often misidentified in museum collections as 
the other because of their similar plumages. Both have dark brown 
upperparts, buffy to creamy, heavily streaked underparts, and similar 
tail patterns. Adult males and juveniles differ between species and are 
rather easy to distinguish. 

Some differences between the species, especially adult females, have 
been pointed out by Svensson (1971) and illustrated in Bruun et al. 
(1986). These differences, as well as some new ones, are summarized by 
Forsman (1995). However, none of these references mention the 
difference in leg lengths. 

One of us (WSC) noticed, from observing Pallid and Montagu’s 
Harriers perched on bare ground near each other, that Montagu’s 
appear to have much shorter legs, resulting in a more horizontal perch 
attitude, compared to the more upright stance of Pallid Harriers. 

To test if there was a clear separation between species of this measure 
that could be used as a species indicator, we measured the tarsal length 
of a large sample of adult female specimens in the British Museum 


